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ABSTRACT 
 
Online dating current is a popular activity in cyberspace. More and more people 
make new friends and find their partners through online dating web sites. There is an 
interesting observation that some people are more popular than others in online dating 
web sites. The current study focuses on the personal profile characteristics that make one 
a popular dater. By two field surveys, this study discusses the relationship between online 
daters' personal profiles and their popularity. The first survey investigated 800 online 
daters'  profiles  from  dating  web  sites.  The  statistical  analysis  results  indicated  that 
physical  body types and  looks, education level, occupation, personality,  and  interests 
were  characteristics  that  influenced  the  popularity  of  online  daters,  while  significant 
gender differences were found in the characteristics that related to popularity of online 
daters.   
The  second  survey  searched  960  online  daters  with  profiles  of  popular  and 
unpopular characteristics. By observing the popularity of these online daters, it was found 
that those with "popular" characteristics also were  the popular daters and those  with 
"unpopular" characteristics were the unpopular daters. This may serve as evidence that 
the found personal profile characteristics were indeed factors influencing the popularity 
of the online daters. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Online dating currently is a popular activity in cyberspace. People make new friends 
and  find  their  partners  through  online  dating  web  sites.  Some  Internet  users  had 
experience in meeting new friends on the Internet. For some Internet users, one goal of 
Internet use is to make online relationships and meet new friends in cyberspace. Some 
users have developed the online relationships into friendships and some of them even 
turned into romantic relationships (Knox et al, 2001). Some people are more popular than 
others in online dating web sites; these popular users attract others' attention and may be 
ideal partners for other users.   
Previous  studies  on  mate  preference  had  indicated  that  people  would  choose 
romantic  partners  by  their  personal  characteristics  of  demography,  personality,  social 
economic  status,  etc.  It  is  a  reasonable  inference  that  online  dating  participants  also 
would  hold  some  preferences  for  the  ideal  date  partner,  so  the  online  date  partner 
preferences determine who are popular daters in cyberspace. 
The current study focused first on the personal profile characteristics that make one a 
popular dater. Then, another observation was conducted to confirm these characteristics 
to make sure that online daters with these characteristics also were popular daters. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Previous studies indicated that personality, education, occupation, social economic 
status, physical appearance, intelligence, and emotional quality were factors influencing 
mate selection. Followings are mate preferences mentioned in previous studies.   
  
Mate preferences in personality, intelligent and emotion 
Personality,  intelligence,  and  emotion  are  important  issues  for  friendship  and 
romantic relationships. Buss and Barnes (1986) revealed that being a good companion, 
considerate, honest, affectionate, dependable, intelligent, kind, understanding, interesting 
to talk to, and loyal were characteristics that made people popular mates. Sanderson, 
Keite, Miles, and Yopyk (2007) indicated that people who focused on intimacy in their 
relationships preferred dating partners with characteristics of being warm and open and 
having similar personality attributes. Goodwin (1990) indicated kindness, consideration, 
honesty, and humor were important personality characteristics in cross-sex preference for 
potential mates. Hoyt and Hudson (1981) found that people would like to select mates 
who were intelligent. Buunk, Dijkstra, Fetchenhauer, and Kenrick (2002) indicate that  
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both men and women liked mates who were self-confident and dominant. McGee and 
Shevlin (2009) revealed that humorous people had a high level  of  attractiveness and 
amiable personality and good relation capacities were important to mate selection. Doosje, 
Rojahn, and Fischer (1999) indicated that males and females felt autonomy, intelligence, 
and emotionality were desired characteristics for their preferred partners. 
Previous  studies  had  discussed  the  gender  differences  in  mate  preferences  in 
personality,  intelligence,  and  emotion.  Males  preferred  their  spouse  with  frugal 
personality (Buss and Barnes, 1986). According to Todosijević, Ljubinković, Snežana, 
and  Arančić  (2003),  males  desired  mates  with  aggressiveness,  self-pity,  fearfulness, 
fragility, seriousness, independence, enterprise, and sincerity. Clark et al. (2005) pointed 
out that males wanted to meet romantic partners who had a sense of humor, patience, 
emotional stability, and communication and social skills.   
Females  preferred  spouse  characteristics  that  included  considerate,  honest, 
dependable, kind, understanding, fond of children, and well-liked by others (Buss and 
Barnes,  1986).  Females  were  fond  of  intelligence.  In  Buunk  et  al.  (2002),  females 
significantly preferred mates who had a high level of dominance. In Gazioglu’s (2008) 
study, females were more concerned than males with emotional stability and maturity, 
mutual attraction-love, and intelligence. Females felt intelligence more importance than 
males. Males reported that chastity and dependable character as more importance than 
females, and females felt kindness and understanding was more important than males 
(Gazioglu, 2008). 
Sarah (2009) revealed that females would like a marital partner who is considerate, 
dependable, and intelligent. Besides, females did not seek caring nature and hygiene and 
cleanliness in romantic partners, as Clark et al. (2005) indicated. In McGee and Shevlin’s 
(2009) study, gender with humor on level of attractiveness was not significant.   
People have different major concerns for different kinds of relationships. Regan and 
Joshi (2003) showed that intellect was more significant in a long-term romantic partner 
than a short-term sexual partner. Sanderson et al. (2007) indicated that people cared about 
a feeling of security when building a long-term relationship. Regan and Joshi (2003) 
showed  that  people  looking  for  romantic  relationships  were  interested  in  mental 
characteristics,  such  as  humor,  intellect,  and  intelligence.  On  the  other  hand,  people 
seeking sexual relationships were concerned with attractiveness and sexy appearance. In 
addition, Regan, Levin, Sprecher, Christopher, and Cate (2000) divided mate preference 
criteria  into  internal  and  external  characteristics.  Internal  characteristics  included  
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personality  and  intelligence,  while  external  characteristics  included  physical 
attractiveness. People preferred internal characteristics more than external characteristics 
in selecting mates. 
 
Mate preferences in occupation, social status, family and background 
Income and economic status is important for everyone for their daily life. People do 
not want to marry someone without a stable job and they want to marry someone who is 
earning more than themselves (South, 1991). Social status, family, and background also 
are important in mate selection. Buss and Barnes (1986) revealed that a large family was 
an unpopular characteristic in a mate.   
Previous  studies  indicated  gender  differences  in  mate  preferences  in  occupation, 
social economic status, and relatives. Doosje, Rojahn, and Fischer (1999) indicated males 
tended  to  value  socioeconomic  status  as  more  important  than  females.  For  marriage 
mates, males were less concerned with social pressure and economical necessity and felt 
less  importance  in  good  earning  capacity  than  females  (Gazioglu,  2008).  However, 
females were less willing than males to marry someone whose income was lower, and 
who did not have a stable job (South, 1991). Females were fond of income and social 
position mates (Buunk et al., 2002). Females cared more about social status than males in 
mate  preference  (Regan,  Levin,  Sprecher,  Christopher,  and  Cate,  2000;  Shackelford, 
Schmitt,  and  Buss,  2005).  Females  preferred  spouse  characteristics  in  a  mate  that 
included  good  earning  capacity,  ambitious  and  career-oriented,  and  good  family 
background. Females more than males preferred good earning capacity (Buss and Barnes, 
1986).  For  characteristics  in  mate  preferences,  females  were  more  concerned  with 
sociability,  good  financial  prospect,  favorable  social  status  or  rating,  ambitious  and 
industrious, and similar political background than males. 
 People had different concerns for different kinds of relationship. For a speed-date, 
females showed that earnings prospects in an ideal romantic partner were more important 
than males (Eastwick and Finkel, 2008). 
  
Mate preferences in education 
There  were  gender  differences  in  mate  preference  in  education.  Some  studies 
indicated that females were more concerned with similar education status than males (i.e., 
Selfors et al., 1962; Gazioglu, 2008). However, some studies revealed that people wanted 
to marry someone who had more education than themselves (i.e., Hoyt and Hudson, 1981;  
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South,  1991). South  (1991)  revealed  that  males  would  like  to  marry  females  whose 
degree of education was lower than theirs. Males felt less importance of college degree in 
mate  selection  than  females  (Gazioglu,  2008).  Females  were  fond of  higher  level  of 
education (Selfors, Leok, and King, 1962; Buunk et al., 2002) and preferred a college 
degree more than males(Buss and Barnes, 1986).   
  
Mate preferences in physical appearance 
In general, males care about physically attractiveness more than females in mate 
selection (Buss and Barnes, 1986; Goodwin, 1990; Buunk et al., 2002; Todosijević et al., 
2003; Shackelford et al., 2005; Doosje et al. 1999). Previous studies had discussed the 
gender difference in mate preferences in physical appearance. Males are attracted much 
by body type and good looks than females (Buss and Barnes, 1986; Goodwin, 1990; 
Buunk et al., 2002). Males preferred a mate who was physically attractive and a good 
cook  (Buss  and  Barnes,  1986).  According  to  Todosijević,  Ljubinković,  Snežana,  and 
Arančić  (2003),  males  prefer  thin  mates.  Clark  et  al.  (2005)  pointed  out  that  males 
wanted  to  meet  romantic  partners  with  attractive  appearances.  In  Gazioglu  (2008), 
empirical  survey  results  indicated  that  for  females  felt  physical  attractiveness  less 
important than males. 
For a speed-date, males showed that physical attraction was more important in an 
ideal romantic partner than females (Eastwick and Finkel, 2008). Females preferred a 
mate to be tall (Buss and Barnes, 1986; Salska, Frederick, Pawlowski, Reilly, Laird, and 
Rudd, 2008). Todosijević et al. (2003) found that males desired beauty more than females. 
For marriage mates, males reported good looks more important than females (Gazioglu, 
2008; Buss and Barnes, 1986). 
 
 Types of relationships in cyberspace 
Thelwall (2008) divided expending online relationships objectives into four types: 
friendship, dating, networking, and serious relationships. His research results revealed 
that females were fond of friendship, but males preferred dating or serious relationships. 
And younger people had less interest in networking. In online friendships, females had 
more friends than males. Both males and females liked to know female friends. 
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STUDY 1 
METHOD 
 
Procedure 
The current study focused on the personal profile characteristics that make one a 
popular dater. The study collected data of popularity and personal profiles from online 
dating web sites. Online date web sites usually assign a unique membership number to 
each user. The current study used a random sampling process to determine the subject list. 
The  study  collected  all  personal  profiles  and  popularity  of  the  users  in  the  sampled 
subject list. 
The current study collected data from the Taiwan Yahoo Dating web site, on which 
each online account has a friendship score and a good feeling score, both decided by 
other users. If individuals want to make friends with someone on the online dating web 
site, they send a request to add one onto their good friend list. This request would bring 
one point of friendship score to her or him. Individuals with high friendship scores in 
Taiwan Yahoo Dating web site means that many people admire or like them.   
Good feeling score is another function provided by the Taiwan Yahoo Dating web 
site. This allows users to give a good feeling score to others. Each day, one user can give 
only give one good feeling point to the same user. However, another day, this limitation 
will be recounted and an individual can give another one good feeling point to the same 
user. This good feeling point reflects others' intention to make friends and is collected as 
a record in one’s personal profile. This study adopted both friendship and good feeling 
scores  as an  index for  online dates'  popularity.  Both the  friendship and  good feeling 
scores range from zero to hundreds or thousands. Some famous online dating participants 
have extremely high value in friendship and good feeling scores. To avoid the bias from 
by the outlets, the study used the log values of friendship and good feeling score for data 
analysis purpose. 
Personal  profiles  in  online  dating web sites include several parts:  demographics, 
background,  interests,  match  preference,  and  autobiography.  The  demographics  part 
includes gender, age, residence, constellation, blood, marriage, height, weight, and type. 
The background includes the degree of education, occupation, smoking habit, drinking or 
not,  beliefs,  personality,  and  languages  spoken.  Interests  include  pets,  movies,  travel 
experiences, music,  food, and leisure place.  Match preference comprises gender, age, 
marriage, beliefs, height, weight, degree of education, body type, and relationships. The  
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autobiography part includes self-introduction of the online dating user. Some fields in the 
personal profiles are in the format of multiple responses, including personality, languages 
spoken, interest, pets, movies, travel experiences, music, food, preferred leisure places, 
matching type, and matching relationships, while other fields are multiple-choice. 
 
Subjects 
This  research  randomly  collected  800  personal  profiles  from  the  Taiwan  Yahoo 
online  dating  web  site.  Among  them,  25  subjects  were  deleted  due  to  missing  and 
unreasonable personal profiles, leaving 775 (96.88%) personal profiles were included to 
analyze. The subjects consisted of 498 (64.26%) males and 277 (35.74%) females. The 
age of subjects ranged from 18 to 63 years old (M = 30.10, SD = 7.84). Of the subjects, 
28.90% were 26 to 30 years old. More than three-fourths were unmarried, as Table 1 
indicated. 
 
Table 1 Demographic profiles of the sample 
Demographic variables  Cases  % 
Gender       
  Male  498  64.26 
  Female  277  35.74 
Age       
  Under 20 years old  44  5.68 
  21 to 25 years old  181  23.35 
  26 to 30 years old  224  28.90 
  31 to 35 years old  144  18.58 
  36 to 40 years old  64  8.26 
  41 to 45 years old  48  6.19 
  46 to 50 years old  21  2.71 
  Up 50 years old  16  2.19 
Marriage       
  Unmarried  582  75.10 
  Married  42  5.42 
  Separation  7  0.90 
  Divorce  39  5.03 
  Widowed  7  0.90 
  Not married  57  7.35 
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DATA ANALYSIS 
The average number in friendship score was 105.45 (SD = 884.54) for all subjects, 
93.291 (SD = 1044.28) for male, and 127.30 (SD = 479.24) for female. In the case of 
good feeling score, the average number was 4031.69 (SD = 20844.08) for all subjects, 
3326.88 (SD = 20344.30) for male, and 5298.82 (SD = 21693.57) for female. Since some 
famous online daters had extremely high value in friendship and good feeling scores, the 
study used the log values of friendship and good feeling score for data analysis. 
 
Personality traits and popularity 
In online dating web sites, users present their personality traits by dichotomous field. 
The study conducted t-test to explore the difference in popularity for online daters with 
different personality traits. On average, males had higher friendship score if one with 
personality traits of romantic (t=-3.76; p<.001), simple and straightforward (t=-3.03; 
p<.01), humorous (t=-2.02; p<.05), stubborn (t=-3.14; p<.01), and smart and capable 
(t=-2.51; p<.05) (see Appendix). Males with personality traits of romantic, simple and 
straightforward, humorous, stubborn, and smart and capable were more popular than ones 
without when evaluating popularity by friendship score. Nevertheless, males were less 
popular with personality traits of friendly and easygoing (t=3.11; p<.01) and shy (t=2.11; 
p<.05). 
  Males had significantly higher good feeling score when they had personality traits of 
romantic  (t=-2.86;  p<.01),  positive  (t=-2.88;  p<.01),  sincere  (t=-2.11;  p<.05),  and 
enthusiastic (t=-2.31; p<.05) and significant lower good feeling score when with friendly 
and easygoing (t=2.05; p<.05) and shy (t=2.42; p<.05) personality traits.   
Female had  significant  higher friendship score when ones were  with personality 
traits of humorous (t=-2.43; p<.05) and careful and considerate (t=-2.16; p<.05), and 
lower friendship score when with friendly and easygoing (t=-2.41; p<.05) and free and 
unrestricted  (t=2.88;  p<.01)  personality  traits.  On  average,  females  had  higher  good 
feeling score when with personality traits of embraced careful and considerate (t=2.00; 
p<.05), and lower good feeling score when with taciturn (t=2.17; p<.05) personality trait 
(see Appendix). 
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Interest and popularity 
In online dating web sites, users present their interests by dichotomous fields. The 
study  conducted  t-test  to  explore  the  difference  in  popularity  for  online  daters  with 
different interests. The popularity comprised friendship and good feeling scores in the 
current study. The t-test results revealed that males had higher friendship score when 
having personal interests in reading and writing (t=-2.85; p<.01), finance and investment 
(t=-2.12; p<.05), and keeping pets (t=-2.07; p<.05) and with significant lower friendship 
scores when having personal interests in playing computers and network (t=-2.88; p<.01) 
and sleeping (t=2.06; p<.05). Males had higher good feeling score when having personal 
interests of reading and writing (t=-2.06; p<.05) and finance and investment (t=-3.32; 
p<.001) and significant lower score when having personal interests in playing computers 
and network (t=-2.73; p<.01), rides (t=2.18; p<.05) and sleeping (t=2.10; p<.05) (see 
Appendix).   
Females  had  significantly  higher  friendship  scores  when  personal  interests  were 
shopping (t=-1.98; p<.05) and keeping body slim and beauty (t=-2.80; p<.001), and   
significant lower friendship score with interests of chatting with others (t=2.55 p<.05). 
Besides,  females had  significantly  higher good feeling score  when  they  had personal 
interests in travel (t=-2.71; p<.01), and significantly scores with interests in astrology 
and fortune (t=2.06; p<.05) (see Appendix). 
There was no significant difference in friendship score for females with different 
movie preferences (see Appendix). However, males had significantly higher good feeling 
scores when preferring sci-fi movies (t=-2.34; p<.05), and lower good feeling scores 
when preferring animated movies (t=2.05; p<.05).   
Females had significantly higher friendship scores when preferring drama (t=-3.01; 
p<.01) and comedy (t=-2.52; p<.05) movies, and there was no significant difference in 
good feeling score for different movie preference (see Appendix). 
Males had higher friendship  scores when they preferred Japanese  food (t=-3.11; 
p<.01), Western food (t=-2.18; p<.05), and Italian food (t=-2.09; p<.05), and significant 
difference was found in preference in Japanese food (t=-4.01; p<.001) (see Appendix). 
For  females,  significant  differences  in  friendship  scores  were  found  in  food 
preference.  Females  had  higher  friendship  scores  when  they  preferred  Japanese  food 
(t=2.68; p<.01). Nevertheless, no significant difference was found in good feeling scores 
for different food preference. 
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Spoken Languages 
Males had significant higher friendship scores when they spoke English (t=5.27; 
p<.001), Cantonese (t=-3.66; p<.001), Japanese (t=-3.65; p<.001), and Korean (t=-4.02; 
p<.001) (see Appendix). Besides, males averaged higher good feeling score when they 
spoke English (t=-4.35; p<.001), Cantonese (t=-2.18; p<.05), Japanese (t=-2.20; p<.05), 
and Korean (t=-3.30; p<.01).   
For  females,  popularity  was  also  relative  with  spoken  languages.  Females  had 
significant higher friendship score when they spoke English (t=-2.48; p<.05) and Korean 
(t=-1.99;  p<.05).  Good  feeling  scores  were  not  significantly  different  with  different 
spoken languages (see Appendix). 
 
Relationship preferences and popularity 
Males had higher friendship scores when they preferred to build a pen pal (t=-2.14; 
p<.05) relationship online. Nevertheless, females had lower friendship scores when they 
indicated  that  they  hoped  to  build  romantic  relationship  (t=2.22  p<.05),  innocent 
encounter (t=2.15 p<.05), and intimate relationships (t=2.13 p<.05). Besides, males had 
higher good feeling scores when their preferred relationship types was marriage (t=-2.12 
p<.05), and lower scores when preferring romantic relationships (see Appendix). 
Females  had  higher  friendship  scores  when  they  preferred  intimate  relationships 
(t=-3.16; p<.01), and lower friendship scores when they preferred friendship relationship 
(t=2.67; p<.01) (see Appendix). Besides, females had lower good feeling scores when 
they preferred a pen pal relationship (t=2.14; p<.05). 
 
Body type and popularity 
In online dating web sites, users present their body type by selecting one description 
from several predetermined statements. The study conducted ANOVA analysis to reveal 
the difference in popularity among people with different body types.   
ANOVA analysis results revealed significant differences in both friendship scores 
(F(8,405) = 4.98, p<.001) and good feeling scores (F(8,405) = 4.30, p<.001) among 
different body types. Handsome and tall, handsome, and strong and sunshine type males 
had significantly higher friendship scores. On the contrary, males with body types of fat 
and plump, strong and tall, thin and tall, and medium build had lower scores. Handsome 
and tall  and strong  and sunshine males had  higher good  feeling scores,  while polite, 
strong and tall, thin and tall, and medium build body type males had lower good feeling  
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scores, as table 2 indicated. 
 
Table 2 Popularity and beauty types 
male 
Beauty type    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
Polite  M  0.47  1.82 
(n=45)  s.d.  0.68  1.10 
Handsome and Tall  M  0.87  2.42 
(n=23)  s.d.  1.02  1.17 
Handsome  M  0.78  2.27 
(n=14)  s.d.  1.05  1.35 
Rugged and Bold  M  0.53  1.84 
(n=12)  s.d.  0.69  1.19 
Strong and Sunshine M  0.72  2.41 
(n=76)  s.d.  0.70  0.97 
Fat and Plump  M  0.24  1.77 
(n=16)  s.d.  0.44  0.81 
Strong and Tall  M  0.29  1.60 
(n=53)  s.d.  0.49  1.09 
Thin and Tall  M  0.32  1.57 
(n=37)  s.d.  0.51  1.05 
Medium Build  M  0.33  1.73 
(n=138)  s.d.  0.53  1.14 
     
     
One-way ANOVA 
p-value 
F=4.98*** ; 
  p<.001 
F=4.30*** ; 
p<.001 
Fisher LSD test  6, 7, 8, 9 < 2, 3, 5 ;   
1 < 2, 5 
6 < 5 ; 
7, 8 < 3 ; 
1, 7, 8, 9 < 2, 5 
***P<.001 
female 
Beauty type    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
Cute and Petite  M  1.18  2.73 
(n=47)  s.d.  0.76  0.88 
Slender  M  1.59  3.23 
(n=19)  s.d.  0.90  0.65 
Thin  M  1.85  3.39 
(n=11)  s.d.  0.73  0.71 
Well-Proportioned  M  1.16  2.92 
(n=27)  s.d.  0.89  0.78 
Good body sharp  M  1.59  3.05 
(n=14)  s.d.  1.03  1.20 
Noble and Elegant  M  1.73  3.47 
(n=15)  s.d.  0.86  0.82 
Sexy and Charming  M  1.93  3.24 
(n=12)  s.d.  0.98  1.05 
Strong and Sunshine  M  1.79  3.54 
(n=14)  s.d.  0.99  0.94 
Fat and Plump  M  0.75  2.72 
(n=18)  s.d.  0.67  0.90 
Medium Build  M  0.77  2.56 
(n=37)  s.d.  0.51  0.75 
One-way ANOVA 
p-value 
F=5.88*** ; 
p<.001 
F=3.41*** ;   
p<.001 
Fisher LSD test 
4 < 3 ; 1 < 10;   
1, 4 < 6, 7, 8;   
9, 10 < 2, 3, 5, 6, 
7, 8   
10 < 2, 7 ;   
1, 9, 10 < 6, 8 ; 
1 < 2, 3 ; 4 < 8 
***P<.001 
 
As table 2 showed, there were significant differences in friendship scores (F(9,204) 
= 5.88, p<.001) and good feeling scores (F(9,204) = 3.41, p<.001) among different body 
types. Females with body type of slender, thin, good body, sharp, noble and elegant, sexy 
and charming, and strong and sunshine had significantly higher friendship scores, while 
fat and plump and medium build body type females had lower friendship scores.    Noble 
and elegant and strong and sunshine body type females had significantly higher good 
feeling scores, and cute and petite, fat and plump and medium build body types had 
significantly lower good feeling scores. 
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Figure 1 Popularity and beauty types-male 
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Figure 2 Popularity and beauty types-female  
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Education and popularity 
According to table 3, the results in ANOVA analysis pointed out that for males there 
were significant differences in both friendship scores (F(2,465) = 8.19, p<.001) and good 
feeling scores    (F(2,465) =12.93, p<.001) among different education levels. Males with 
higher education degrees had higher friendship and good feeling scores than others.   
 
Table 3 Popularity and education 
male 
Education    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
High  M  0.32  1.58 
(n=163)  s.d.  0.66  1.14 
University    M  0.47  1.97 
(n=269)  s.d.  0.64  1.11 
Master  M  0.79  2.53 
(n=36)  s.d.  0.69  0.95 
One-way ANOVA 
p-value 
F=8.19*** ; 
p<.001 
F=12.93*** ;   
p<.001 
Fisher LSD test  1 < 2 < 3  1 < 2 < 3 
***P<.001 
 
female 
Education    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
High  M  1.02  2.76 
(n=82)  s.d.  0.81  0.90 
University    M  1.28  2.95 
(n=165)  s.d.  0.87  0.89 
       
       
One-way ANOVA 
p-value 
F=5.25* ; 
p=.02 
F=2.26 ; 
p=.13 
Fisher LSD test  1 < 2   
*P<.05 
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Figure 3 Popularity and education- male  
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Figure 4 Popularity and education-female 
 
The ANOVA analysis results indicated that there was significant different among 
different  education  levels  in  friendship  scores  (F(1,245)  =  5.25,  p=.02)  for  females. 
Those with college degrees had higher friendship scores. No significant difference was 
found in good feeling scores among different education levels, as table 3 indicated. 
 
Occupation and popularity 
ANOVA  analysis  results  revealed  that  males  with  different  occupations  had 
significantly different scores in friendship (F(4,352) = 4.40, p<.01) and good feeling 
(F(4,352) = 8.89, p<.001). Males with occupations of entertainer and owner had higher 
friendship  scores.  Males  with  occupation  of  civil  service,  employee,  entertainer,  and 
business owner had higher good feeling scores. Besides, students had lower friendship 
and good feeling scores, as table 4 indicated. 
Based on table  4,  there were  significant differences for  females  among different 
occupations  in  both  scores  of  friendship  (F(4,201)  =  3.18,  p=.01)  and  good  feeling 
(F(4,201)  =  3.86,  p<.01).  Females  with  occupations  of  employee,  entertainer,  and 
unemployed  had  higher  scores  of  both  friendship  and  good  feeling.  Females  with  
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occupations of civil services and students had with lower scores of both friendship and 
good feeling.   
Table 4 Popularity and occupation   
male 
Occupation    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
Civil service    M  0.48  2.01 
(n=34)  s.d.  0.61  1.30 
Employee  M  0.48  1.98 
(n=218)  s.d.  0.70  1.03 
Entertainer  M  0.81  2.24 
(n=24)  s.d.  1.09  1.31 
Owner  M  0.71  2.49 
(n=31)  s.d.  0.83  1.15 
Student  M  0.19  1.18 
(n=50)  s.d.  0.34  0.88 
One-way ANOVA 
p-value 
F=4.40** ; 
p<.01 
F=8.89*** ; 
p<.001 
Fisher LSD test  5 < 2 <3 ; 5 < 4  5 < 1, 2, 3, 4 ; 2 < 4 
**P<.01; ***P<.001 
 
female 
Occupation    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
Civil service  M  0.73  2.39 
(n=13)  s.d.  0.58  0.74 
Employee  M  1.27  3.02 
(n=109)  s.d.  0.89  0.91 
Entertainer  M  1.33  3.00 
(n=26)  s.d.  0.97  0.92 
Student  M  0.84  2.46 
(n=38)  s.d.  0.73  0.86 
Unemployed  M  1.40  3.02 
(n=20)  s.d.  0.95  0.98 
One-way ANOVA 
p-value 
F=3.18* ; 
p=.01 
F=3.86** ; 
p<.01 
Fisher LSD test  1, 4 < 2, 3, 5  1, 4 < 2, 3, 5 
*P<.05; **P<.01
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Figure 5 Popularity and occupation-male  
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Figure 6 Popularity and occupation-female 
 
STUDY 2 
METHOD 
 
Procedure 
The first study summarized characteristics that made the online daters popular or 
unpopular. The current study  employed the characteristics found in the first study to 
collect personal profiles of online daters to test and verify if these characteristics were 
relative with the popularity of online daters. 
The current study used  popular and unpopular characteristics listed  in table  5 to 
search from the Taiwan Yahoo online dating web site to collect the online daters with 
these popular and unpopular characteristics.     
 
Subjects 
  After searching  the online dating  web site,  this current study  gathered 59  male 
online daters with popularity characters and 632 ones with unpopular characteristics. For 
females, the current study collected 96 online daters with popular characteristics and 173  
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ones with unpopular characteristics. New online dating users with zero friendship score 
were excluded in this study. 
 
Table 5 characteristics make online daters popular and unpopular 
  Popular characteristics    Unpopular characteristics 
Male  Personality Traits 
romantic, simple and straightforward, 
humorous, stubborn, smart and capable 
Interests 
reading and writing, finance and 
investment, keeping pets 
Japanese food, Western food, Italian food in 
food 
Spoken languages 
English, Cantonese, Japanese, Korean   
Body types 
handsome and tall, handsome, strong and 
sunshine   
Education 
master 
Occupation 
entertainer, business owner 
Personality Traits 
friendly and easygoing, shy 
Interests 
playing computers and network, sleeping 
Body types 
fat and plump, strong and tall, thin and tall, 
medium build 
Education 
high school 
Occupation   
student 
Female  Personality 
humorous and careful, considerate 
Interests   
shopping, keeping body slim and beauty 
drama and comedy movie 
Japanese food 
Spoken languages   
English, Korean 
Body types 
slender, thin, good body sharp, noble and 
elegant, sexy and charming, and strong and 
sunshine 
Education 
college degree 
Occupation 
unemployed, entertainer, and employee     
Personality 
friendly and easygoing, free itself   
Interests   
chat with others 
Body types   
fat and plump, strong and tall, thin and tall, 
medium build 
Education 
high school 
Occupation 
civil service, student 
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DATA ANALYSIS 
As  table  6  and  table  7  indicated,  the  results  displayed  significant  differences  in 
friendship scores between daters with popular characteristics and ones with unpopular 
characteristics for both  males  (t=20.37; p<.001) and females (t=11.98; p<.001). The 
average friendship score in the log of male daters with popular characteristics was 0.73 
(SD = 0.62), and with unpopular characteristics was 0.05 (SD = 0.17). For females, the 
average number in the log was 1.21 (SD = 0.67) for ones with popular characteristics and 
0.42 (SD = 0.41) for ones with unpopular characteristics. The results in good feeling 
score showed significant differences in popular and unpopular characteristics for males 
(t=4.33; p<.001) and females (t=2.63; p<.01), as table 7 indicated. The good feeling 
score in the log of male daters with popular characteristics averaged 1.46 (SD = 0.61), 
and with unpopular characteristics 0.76 (SD = 0.59). For females, the number in the log 
was an average of 2.90 (SD = 0.76) for ones with popular characteristics and 0.90 (SD = 
0.00) for ones with unpopular characteristics. 
 
Table 6 Popular and unpopular dater - friendship score 
  Friendship score 
  n  M  s.d  p. 
Male         
With popular characteristics  59  0.73  0.62  t=20.37***; 
With unpopular characteristics  632  0.05  0.17  p<.001 
Female         
With popular characteristics  96  1.21  0.67  t=11.98***; 
With unpopular characteristics  173  0.42  0.41  p<.001 
**p<.001 
 
Table 7 Popular and unpopular dater - good feeling score 
  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p. 
Male         
With popular characteristics  15  1.46  0.61  t=4.33**; 
With unpopular characteristics  136  0.76  0.59  p<.001 
Female         
With popular characteristics  201  2.90  0.76  t=2.63*; 
With unpopular characteristics  1  0.90  0.00  p<.01 
*p<.01; **p<.001  
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DISCUSSION 
By two field studies, this article discusses the relationship between online daters' 
personal  profiles  and  their  popularity.  The  first  study  investigated  775  online  daters' 
profiles from a dating web site. The second study searched for online daters with profiles 
of popular and unpopular characteristics. By observing the popularity of these online 
daters, it was found that online daters with "popular" characteristics also were the popular 
daters and those with "unpopular" characteristics also were the unpopular daters. This 
may  serve  as  evidence  that  the  personal  profile  characteristics  were  indeed  factors 
influencing  the  popularity  of  the  online  daters.  The  statistical  analysis  indicated  that 
physical body type and appearance, education level, occupation, personality, and interests 
were  characteristics  that  influenced  the  popularity  of  online  daters,  while  significant 
gender differences were found in the characteristics related to popularity of online daters.   
  In  personality,  both  males  and  females  who  had  a  humorous  personality  would 
become  popular  daters  in  online  dating  web  sites.  Making  friends  and  living  with 
humorous  people  lets  people's  lives  become  funny  and  entertaining.  These  results 
supported the findings of previous studies (Goodwin, 1990; McGee and Shevlin, 2009), 
in which humorous people had higher levels of attractiveness and sense of humor was an 
important characteristic in mate preference.   
  For  males,  romantic,  straightforward,  stubborn,  and  smart  were  popular 
characteristics. Females wanted to have a romantic boyfriend or partner. It could let them 
live in a romantic atmosphere. In addition, smart or intellectual males had more wisdom 
than others. They would have much greater work or earning capacity. These findings 
supported  Hoyt  and  Hudson  (1981)  and  Regan  and  Joshi  (2003),  who  revealed  that 
people would like to select mates who are intelligent. In the case of females, considerate 
personality traits made them the popular daters. In traditional thinking in Taiwan, as well 
as some other countries, females are expected to have considerate personality traits to 
take  good  care  of  their  husband  and  children,  and  even  their  family.  These  results 
supported  the  findings  of  Goodwin  (1990), in  which consideration  was  an  important 
characteristic for potential mates. 
  In interest, males interested in reading and writing, finance and investment, and pets 
were more popular than others in online dating web sites. Males who liked to read and 
write had a more literate temperament and gave people gifted image. Moreover, males 
interested in finance and investment may give others a signal of wealth and fortune,  
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which is important for future life. In addition, males interested in pets revealed that they 
are benevolent and patient partners. 
  Females who loved to go shopping and improve their body and facial beauty were 
more popular than others in online dating web sites. In the aesthetic, people were fond of 
sexy and thin females. If females loved to improve body and facial beauty, they would 
have perfect body type. Therefore, they would become popular online daters. 
  In spoken languages, the study collected data from the Taiwan Yahoo dating web site. 
In Taiwan, most people can speak Chinese and Taiwanese. So both males and females did 
not consider Chinese  and Taiwanese as important characteristics for mate preference. 
Nevertheless, foreign languages such as English, Cantonese, Japanese, and Korean may 
be characteristics in online dating web sites. People who are multilingual were more 
popular in online dating web sites for males and females. Online daters who spoke more 
foreign  languages  may  have  much  more  ability  in  future  career  development  and  in 
earning potential. So, people in online relationships were fond of meeting multilingual 
people. 
  Relationships were desirable in online dating web sites. Males who preferred pen 
pals  and  innocent  encounters  in  relationships  and  females  who  preferred  intimate 
relationships were more popular. Some males probably looked for sexual and intimate 
relationships in developing online relationships. On the contrary, some females expanded 
online  relationships  in order  to  seek  friendships  or  innocent  relationships.  Therefore, 
males who wanted romantic and intimate relationships and females who wanted friendly 
relationships were both unpopular in online dating web sites. These finding supported 
Thelwall (2008), who found that females were fond of friendships, but males were fond 
of dating or serious relationships in online relationships. 
  In body type, handsome and tall, handsome, and strong and sunshine male daters 
were more popular than others. But fat and plump, strong and tall, thin and tall, and 
medium build daters were unpopular. For females, the popular body types were slender, 
thin, good body sharp, noble and elegant, sexy and charming, and strong and sunshine. 
Nevertheless, fat and plump and medium build body types for females were undesirable. 
Because of social values in aesthetics, people thought that males must be stronger and 
taller in body type and females must have a thin and sexy body. Moreover, males who 
were much stronger and taller types may give a sense of security. In online dating web 
sites, everybody wanted to know males and females with good body type. Therefore, 
males and females who were fat or medium body would have lower popularity.  
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  Males with higher education were more popular in online dating web sites. These 
results supported the findings of previous studies (i.e., Selfors et al., 1962; Buunk et al., 
2002),  in  which  females  would  like  males  who  had  higher  level  of  education  than 
themselves. However, females with college degree were highly popular. People may think 
that males with higher education could get not  only better  jobs but  also earn  higher 
income. Females would like to meet males with higher social status or economic capacity. 
The high education level may bring reliable and dependable feeling to females when 
developing  a  romantic  relationship.  Nevertheless,  a  gender  stereotype  and  gender 
discriminate advocated that females would not need to have “too much” education, so 
females with college degree were more popular in online dating web sites than ones with 
master’s degree or high school education. 
  In occupation, males who were entertainers and business owners were more popular, 
and females who were unemployed, entertainers, and employee were popular in online 
dating  web  sites.  Both  male  and  female  entertainers  were  popular.  The  possible 
explanations  are  that  entertainer  let  someone  feel  more  artistic  temperaments  and 
accomplishments, and business owner could gain much more money today. By contrast, 
males  who  were  students  and  females  who  were  civil  service  and  students  were 
unpopular in online dating web sites. Males and females who were students were both 
undesirable in occupation. It probably may show that they did not have economic ability 
in independent and stable jobs. However, civil service workers such as police let someone 
feel  solemn  and  strict  in  gender  stereotype.  This  gender  stereotype  might  make  the 
females in occupation of civil service unpopular. 
  The current study observed that some people are more popular than others in online 
dating  web  sites and  focused  on the personal  profile characteristics  that made one  a 
popular dater. The resulted revealed that personality, interests, language, physical body 
type and looks, education level, and occupation were characteristics that significantly 
influenced the popularity of online daters with gender differences. Based on the above, if 
males  and  females  in online dating  web  sites  had  these popular  characteristics,  they 
would become more and more popular daters and even heartthrobs in cyberspace. 
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APPENDIX t-test results
 
1.  Popularity and personality-male 
Personality  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Friendly and easygoing 
Yes  251  0.37  0.59  t=3.11**;  1.79  1.10  t=2.05*; 
No  247  0.56  0.75  p<.01  2.00  1.19  p=.04 
Romantic 
Yes  17  1.06  1.06  t=-3.76***;  2.67  1.02  t=-2.86**; 
No  481  0.44  0.66  p<.001  1.86  1.14  p<.01 
Positive 
Yes  37  0.66  0.75  t=-1.81;  2.41  1.14  t=-2.88**; 
No  461  0.45  0.67  p=.07  1.85  1.14  p=.01 
Sloppy 
Yes  13  0.37  0.52  t=0.49;  1.68  1.16  t=0.66; 
No  485  0.47  0.68  p=.62  1.90  1.15  p=.51 
Understanding 
Yes  70  0.43  0.76  t=0.48;  1.84  1.16  t=0.43; 
No  428  0.47  0.67  p=.63  1.90  1.14  p=.66 
Warm and Generous 
Yes  32  0.49  0.58  t=-0.24;  1.94  0.98  t=0.24; 
No  466  0.46  0.69  p=.81  1.89  1.16  p=.81 
 
 
Personality  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Non- materialism 
Yes  17  0.39  0.54  t=0.46;  2.12  1.06  t=-0.83; 
No  481  0.47  0.69  p=.65  1.88  1.15  p=.41 
Un-conscientiousness 
Yes  70  0.36  0.60  t=1.34;  1.74  1.19  t=1.23; 
No  428  0.48  0.69  p=.18  1.92  1.14  p=.22 
Good-natured 
Yes  86  0.42  0.72  t=0.58;  1.89  1.10  t=0.04; 
No  412  0.47  0.67  p=.56  1.89  1.16  p=.97 
Lively and active 
Yes  41  0.41  0.71  t=0.47;  1.77  1.13  t=0.73; 
No  457  0.47  0.68  p=.64  1.90  1.15  p=.46 
Honest 
Yes  51  0.30  0.53  t=-1.75;  1.62  0.99  t=1.76 
No  447  0.48  0.69  p=.08  1.92  1.16  p=.08 
Shy 
Yes  37  0.24  0.48  t=2.11*;  1.46  0.96  t=2.42*; 
No  461  0.42  0.69  p=.04  1.93  1.15  p=.02  
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Personality  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Simple and straightforward 
Yes  15  0.98  1.13  t=-3.03**;  2.32  1.31  t=-1.46; 
No  483  0.45  0.66  p<.01  1.88  1.14  p=.14 
Humorous 
Yes  101  0.58  0.84  t=-2.02*;  2.09  1.13  t=1.91; 
No  397  0.43  0.63  p=.04  1.84  1.15  p=.06 
Mature and stable 
Yes  45  0.55  0.63  t=-0.87;  1.99  1.29  t=-0.63; 
No  453  0.45  0.69  p=.39  1.88  1.13  p=.53 
Reticent and Passionate 
Yes  41  0.46  0.48  t=0.04;  1.97  1.14  t=-0.45; 
No  457  0.46  0.70  p=.97  1.88  1.15  p=.65 
Subtle and Soft 
Yes  4  0.35  0.40  t=0.33;  1.56  1.38  t=0.58; 
No  494  0.46  0.68  p=.74  1.89  1.15  p=.56 
Optimistic and Cheerful 
Yes  88  0.48  0.59  t=-0.30;  2.02  1.07  t=-1.14; 
No  410  0.46  0.70  p=.76  1.86  1.16  p=.26 
Emotional 
Yes  6  0.74  0.62  t=-1.00;  2.46  1.47  t=-1.22; 
No  492  0.46  0.68  p=.32  1.88  1.14  p=.22 
Cold and eccentric 
Yes  11  0.66  0.57  t=-0.96;  1.91  1.17  t=-0.05; 
No  487  0.46  0.68  p=.34  1.89  1.15  p=.96 
Sincere 
Yes  31  0.66  0.74  t=1.65;  2.31  1.13  t=-2.11*; 
No  467  0.45  0.68  p=.10  1.86  1.14  p=.04 
Hearty and talkative 
Yes  29  0.78  0.92  t=-2.58*;  2.22  1.23  t=-1.57; 
No  469  0.44  0.66  p=.01;  1.87  1.14  p=.12 
Sentimental 
Yes  10  0.38  0.47  t=0.41;  1.63  0.85  t=0.72 
No  488  0.46  0.68  p=.68  1.90  1.15  p=.47 
Careful and considerate 
Yes  52  0.46  0.56  t=-0.01;  1.82  0.95  t=0.49; 
No  446  0.46  0.69  p=.99  1.90  1.17  p=.63 
Enthusiastic 
Yes  5  0.81  1.17  t=-1.14;  3.07  1.61  t=-2.31*; 
No  493  0.46  0.68  p=.25  1.88  1.14  p=.02 
Free itself 
Yes  73  0.42  0.65  t=-0.54;  1.86  1.10  t=0.24; 
No  425  0.47  0.69  p=.59  1.90  1.16  p=.81 
Practical 
Yes  15  0.47  0.59  t=-0.05;  1.97  1.07  t=-0.29; 
No  483  0.46  0.68  p=.96  1.89  1.15  p=.78 
Stubborn 
Yes  5  1.41  1.35  t=-3.14**;  2.81  1.84  t=-1.81; 
No  493  0.45  0.67  p<.01  1.88  1.14  p=.07 
Frankness and integrity 
Yes  39  0.36  0.52  t=1.01;  1.75  0.99  t=0.79 
No  459  0.47  0.69  p=.31  1.90  1.16  p=.43 
Personality  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Modest 
Yes  7  0.40  0.32  t=0.24;  2.08  0.63  t=-0.44; 
No  491  0.46  0.68  p=.81  1.89  1.15  p=.66 
Taciturn 
Yes  16  0.65  0.76  t=-1.13;  2.23  1.15  t=-1.19; 
No  482  0.46  0.68  p=.26  1.88  1.15  p=.24 
Book and naughty 
Yes  16  0.60  0.73  t=-0.84;  2.16  1.32  t=0.96; 
No  482  0.46  0.68  p=.40  1.88  1.14  p=.34 
Bright 
Yes  5  0.97  1.13  t=-1.69;  2.54  1.99  t=-1.26; 
No  493  0.46  0.67  p=.09  1.88  1.14  p=0.21 
Smart and capable 
Yes  4  1.31  2.03  t=-2.51*;  1.93  2.17  t=-0.07; 
No  494  0.46  0.66  p=.01  1.89  1.14  p=.94 
Indecisive 
Yes  9  0.42  0.66  t=0.17;  2.19  1.39  t=-0.78; 
No  489  0.46  0.68  p=.86  1.89  1.14  p=.43 
Devil-may-care 
Yes  13  0.82  0.62  t=-1.90;  2.40  1.24  t=-1.64; 
No  485  0.45  0.68  p=.06  1.88  1.14  p=.10 
*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 
 
2.  Popularity and personality-female 
Personality  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Friendly and Easygoing 
Yes  112  1.03  0.82  t=-2.41;  2.85  0.87  t=-0.37; 
No  165  1.28  0.87  p=.02  2.89  0.91  p=.71 
Romantic 
Yes  9  1.45  0.61  t=-0.97;  3.19  0.84  t=-1.07; 
No  268  1.17  0.86  p=.33  2.86  0.89  p=.29 
Positive 
Yes  20  1.35  0.79  t=-0.93;  2.97  0.63  t=-0.48; 
No  257  1.16  0.86  p=.35  2.87  0.91  p=0.63 
Sloppy 
Yes  22  1.29  0.80  t=-0.64;  2.81  1.07  t=0.35; 
No  255  1.17  0.86  p=.52  2.88  0.88  p=.72 
Understanding 
Yes  49  1.31  1.01  t=-1.22;  2.84  0.92  t=0.26; 
No  228  1.15  0.82  p=.22  2.88  0.89  p=.79 
Warm and Generous 
Yes  24  1.01  0.72  t=1.00;  2.90  0.80  t=-0.15; 
No  253  1.19  0.86  p=.32  2.87  0.90  p=.88 
Non-materialistic 
Yes  7  1.61  0.83  t=-1.38;  2.88  0.95  t=-0.03; 
No  270  1.16  0.85  p=.17  2.87  0.89  p=.98 
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Personality  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Unconscientiousness 
Yes  27  1.04  0.67  t=0.87;  2.61  0.86  t=1.60; 
No  250  1.19  0.87  p=.39  2.90  0.89  p=.11 
Good-Natured 
Yes  54  1.18  0.83  t=-0.01;  2.80  0.92  t=0.65; 
No  223  1.18  0.86  p=.99  2.89  0.89  p=.52 
Lively and Active 
Yes  39  0.98  0.95  t=1.52;  2.81  0.81  t=0.50; 
No  238  1.21  0.83  p=.13  2.88  0.91  p=.62 
Honest 
Yes  4  1.05  0.39  t=0.30;  2.76  1.02  t=0.25; 
No  273  1.18  0.86  p=.76  2.88  0.89  p=.80 
Shy 
Yes  15  0.91  0.78  t=1.24;  2.70  1.04  t=0.80; 
No  261  1.19  0.86  p=.22  2.89  0.89  p=.42 
Simple and Straightforward 
Yes  43  1.35  0.96  t=-1.43;  2.86  0.86  t=-0.12; 
No  234  1.14  0.83  p=.15  2.88  0.90  p=.90 
Humorous 
Yes  22  1.60  0.73  t=-2.43*;  2.73  0.92  t=0.78; 
No  255  1.14  0.86  p=.02  2.89  0.89  p=.44 
Mature and Stable 
Yes  5  1.39  0.65  t=-0.56;  3.14  0.92  t=-0.66; 
No  272  1.17  0.86  p=.58  2.87  0.89  p=.51 
Reticent and Passionate 
Yes  18  1.40  1.00  t=-1.16;  2.57  0.89  t=1.49; 
No  259  1.16  0.84  p=.25  2.89  0.89  p=.14 
Subtle and Soft 
Yes  22  1.36  0.76  t=-1.07;  3.19  0.93  t=-1.76; 
No  255  1.16  0.86  p=.28  2.85  0.89  p=.08 
Optimistic and Cheerful 
Yes  47  1.02  0.64  t=1.38;  2.95  0.94  t=-0.65; 
No  230  1.21  0.89  p=.17  2.86  0.88  p=.52 
Emotional 
Yes  16  1.41  0.98  t=-1.13;  2.95  0.85  t=-0.37; 
No  261  1.16  0.85  p=.26  2.87  0.90  p=.71 
Cold and Eccentric 
Yes  11  1.55  0.79  t=-1.48;  2.67  0.93  t=0.77; 
No  266  1.16  0.85  p=.14  2.88  0.89  p=.44 
Sincere 
Yes  7  0.92  0.52  t=0.80;  2.88  0.90  t=0.50; 
No  270  1.18  0.86  p=.43  2.71  0.75  p=.62 
Hearty and Talkative 
Yes  20  1.19  1.01  t=-0.08;  2.83  0.80  t=0.24; 
No  257  1.17  0.84  p=.93  2.88  0.90  p=.81 
Sentimental 
Yes  15  1.16  0.77  t=0.09;  2.73  0.80  t=0.64; 
No  262  1.18  0.86  p=.93  2.88  0.90  p=.52 
Careful and Considerate 
Yes  32  1.48  0.94  t=-2.16*;  3.17  0.88  t=2.00*; 
No  245  1.14  0.84  p=.03  2.84  0.89  p=.05 
Personality  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Free itself 
Yes  34  0.79  0.70  t=2.88**;  2.99  0.96  t=-0.84; 
No  243  1.23  0.86  p<.01  2.86  0.88  p=.40 
Practical 
Yes  5  1.39  0.97  t=-0.56;  3.39  0.99  t=-1.31; 
No  272  1.17  0.85  p=.58  2.86  0.89  p=.19 
Stubborn 
Yes  9  0.91  0.61  t=0.96;  2.67  0.75  t=0.69; 
No  268  1.18  0.86  p=.34  2.88  0.90  p=.49 
Frankness and Integrity 
Yes  21  1.44  1.18  t=-1.51;  3.16  0.87  t=-1.52; 
No  256  1.15  0.82  p=.13  2.85  0.89  p=.13 
Modest 
Yes  5  1.28  0.99  t=-0.27;  3.16  1.33  t=-0.72; 
No  272  1.17  0.85  p=.79  2.87  0.88  p=.47 
Taciturn 
Yes  1  1.00  0.00  t=0.21;  0.95  0.00  t=2.17*; 
No  276  1.18  0.85  p=.84  2.88  0.89  p=.03 
Book and Naughty 
Yes  27  1.33  0.93  t=-0.97;  2.82  0.82  t=0.31; 
No  250  1.16  0.84  p=.33  2.88  0.90  p=.76 
Bright 
Yes  16  1.48  1.09  t=-1.49;  2.58  1.08  t=1.38; 
No  261  1.16  0.84  p=.14  2.89  0.88  p=.17 
Smart and Capable 
Yes  4  1.01  0.84  t=0.39;  3.22  0.77  t=-0.78; 
No  273  1.18  0.85  p=.69  2.87  0.89  p=.44 
Indecisive 
Yes  2  1.16  0.29  t=0.03;  1.89  1.05  t=1.58; 
No  275  1.18  0.86  p=.98  2.88  0.89  p=.12 
Devil-may-care 
Yes  4  1.30  0.95  t=-0.29;  3.00  0.58  t=-0.30; 
No  273  1.17  0.85  p=.77  2.87  0.90  p=.77 
*P<.05; **P<.01 
 
3.  Popularity and interests-male 
Interest  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Reading and Writing 
Yes  40  0.76  0.86  t=-2.85**;  2.25  1.32  t=-2.06*; 
No  458  0.44  0.66  p<.01  1.86  1.13  p=.04 
Shopping 
Yes  55  0.34  0.50  t=1.41;  1.73  0.97  t=1.09; 
No  443  0.48  0.70  p=.16  1.91  1.17  p=.28 
Playing Computers and Networking 
Yes  126  0.31  0.57  t=-2.88**;  1.65  1.06  t=-2.73**; 
No  372  0.51  0.71  p<.01  1.97  1.16  p<.01 
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Interest  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Chat 
Yes  71  0.49  0.77  t=-0.39;  1.82  1.25  t=-0.58; 
No  427  0.46  0.67  p=.69  1.90  1.13  p=.56 
Listening to Music 
Yes  169  0.38  0.57  t=1.89;  1.78  1.08  t=1.50; 
No  329  0.50  0.73  p=.06  1.95  1.17  p=.13 
Hiking 
Yes  48  0.51  0.61  t=-0.46;  2.01  1.12  t=-0.74; 
No  450  0.46  0.69  p=.65  1.88  1.15  p=.46 
Playing Computer Games 
Yes  30  0.37  0.71  t=0.75;  1.68  1.05  t=1.04; 
No  468  0.47  0.68  p=.45  1.90  1.15  p=.30 
Astrology and Numerology 
Yes  6  0.99  1.05  t=-1.91;  2.38  1.79  t=-1.05; 
No  492  0.46  0.67  p=.06  1.89  1.14  p=.29 
Watching TV and Movies 
Yes  205  0.48  0.67  t=-0.56;  1.99  1.07  t=-1.58; 
No  293  0.45  0.69  p=.57  1.82  1.19  p=.11 
Playing Sports and Fishing 
Yes  87  0.46  0.64  t=-0.07;  1.93  1.10  t=-0.35; 
No  411  0.46  0.69  p=.94  1.88  1.16  p=.73 
Playing Chess and Piano 
Yes  5  0.71  0.76  t=-0.81;  2.05  1.72  t=-0.32; 
No  493  0.46  0.68  p=.42  1.89  1.14  p=.75 
Reading Animations and Cartoons 
Yes  33  0.35  0.44  t=1.00;  1.63  1.05  t=1.38; 
No  465  0.47  0.69  p=.32  1.91  1.15  p=.17 
Cooking 
Yes  42  0.58  0.64  t=-1.12;  2.18  0.93  t=-1.71; 
No  456  0.45  0.68  p=.26  1.86  1.16  p=.09 
Learning Language 
Yes  16  0.64  0.85  t=-1.04;  1.66  1.52  t=0.83; 
No  482  0.46  0.67  p=.30  1.90  1.13  p=.41 
Finance and Investment 
Yes  38  0.69  0.72  t=-2.12*;  2.48  1.05  t=-3.32***; 
No  460  0.44  0.67  p=.03  1.84  1.14  p<0.001 
Photography and Painting 
Yes  36  0.61  0.69  t=1.38;  2.12  1.09  t=-1.25; 
No  462  0.45  0.68  p=.17  1.87  1.15  p=.21 
Singing and Dancing 
Yes  54  0.51  0.88  t=-0.52;  1.90  1.21  t=0.08; 
No  444  0.46  0.65  p=.60  1.89  1.14  p=.94 
Rides 
Yes  41  0.37  0.88  t=0.88;  1.52  1.18  t=2.18*; 
No  457  0.47  0.66  p=.38  1.92  1.14  p=.03 
Travel 
Yes  98  0.50  0.62  t=-0.54;  2.05  1.06  t=-1.51; 
No  400  0.45  0.69  p=.59  1.85  1.16  p=.13 
Eating and Drinking 
Yes  58  0.50  0.90  t=-0.45;  1.83  1.29  t=0.46; 
No  440  0.46  0.65  p=.65  1.90  1.13  p=.65 
Interest  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Antique Collection 
Yes  4  0.96  1.12  t=-1.46;  1.99  1.82  t=-0.18; 
No  494  0.46  0.68  p=.15  1.89  1.14  p=.86 
Sleeping 
Yes  57  0.29  0.40  t=2.06*;  1.59  1.02  t=2.10*; 
No  441  0.49  0.71  p=.04  1.93  1.16  p=.04 
Astrology and Fortune 
Yes  6  0.57  0.77  t=-0.37;  2.15  1.24  t=-0.55; 
No  492  0.46  0.68  p=.71  1.89  1.15  p=.58 
Gardening 
Yes  17  0.56  0.63  t=-0.59;  2.15  1.06  t=-0.94; 
No  481  0.46  0.68  p=.56  1.88  1.15  p=.35 
Keeping Pets 
Yes  19  0.78  1.04  t=-2.07*;  2.31  1.38  t=-1.64; 
No  479  0.45  0.66  p=.04  1.87  1.13  p=.10 
*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 
 
4.  Popularity and interests-female 
Interest  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Reading and Writing 
Yes  40  1.08  0.76  t=0.75;  2.77  0.83  t=0.78; 
No  237  1.19  0.87  p=.45  2.89  0.90  p=.44 
Shopping 
Yes  81  1.33  0.84  t=-1.98*;  2.93  0.89  t=0.68; 
No  196  1.11  0.85  p=.05  2.85  0.90  p=.49 
Playing Computers and Network 
Yes  39  1.15  0.90  t=0.18;  2.94  0.96  t=0.46; 
No  238  1.18  0.85  p=.86  2.86  0.88  p=.64 
Chat 
Yes  37  0.85  0.82  t=2.55*;  3.03  0.80  t=-1.18; 
No  240  1.23  0.85  p=.01  2.85  0.90  p=.24 
Listening to Music 
Yes  95  1.29  0.97  t=-1.62;  2.94  0.89  t=-0.86; 
No  182  1.12  0.78  p=.11  2.84  0.89  p=.39 
Hiking 
Yes  13  1.40  0.73  t=-0.96;  3.04  1.30  t=-0.70; 
No  264  1.16  0.86  p=.34  2.87  0.87  p=.49 
Playing Computer Games 
Yes  4  0.64  0.58  t=1.26;  3.41  0.71  t=-1.22; 
No  273  1.18  0.86  p=.21  2.87  0.89  p=.23 
Astrology and Numerology 
Yes  4  1.47  0.74  t=-0.69;  2.46  1.09  t=0.93; 
No  273  1.17  0.86  p=.49  2.88  0.89  p=.35 
Watching TV and Movies 
Yes  105  1.09  0.85  t=1.27;  2.90  0.88  t=0.39; 
No  172  1.23  0.85  p=.20  2.86  0.90  p=.70 
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Interest  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Playing Sports and Go Fishing 
Yes  8  1.19  0.86  t=-0.05;  2.89  1.12  t=-0.05; 
No  269  1.18  0.85  p=.96  2.87  0.89  p=.96 
Playing Chess and Piano 
Yes  6  1.24  1.53  t=-0.20;  3.18  1.20  t=-0.85; 
No  271  1.17  0.84  p=.84  2.87  0.89  p=.40 
Keeping Body Slim and Beauty 
Yes  23  1.65  0.86  t=-2.80**;  2.73  0.83  t=0.83; 
No  254  1.13  0.84  p<0.01  2.89  0.90  p=.41 
Reading Animations and Cartoons 
Yes  5  1.45  1.07  t=-0.72;  2.69  0.91  t=0.47; 
No  272  1.17  0.85  p=.47  2.88  0.89  p=.64 
Cooking 
Yes  25  0.92  0.64  t=1.59;  2.90  0.99  t=-0.15; 
No  252  1.20  0.87  p=.11  2.87  0.88  p=.88 
Learning Language 
Yes  13  1.21  1.13  t=-0.16;  3.06  0.99  t=-0.79; 
No  264  1.17  0.84  p=.87  2.86  0.89  p=.43 
Finance and Investment 
Yes  9  1.58  0.96  t=-1.45;  2.92  0.63  t=-0.15; 
No  268  1.16  0.85  p=.15  2.87  0.90  p=.88 
Photography and Painting 
Yes  19  1.43  0.89  t=-1.35;  2.61  1.02  t=1.35; 
No  258  1.16  0.85  p=.18  2.89  0.88  p=.18 
Singing and Dancing 
Yes  44  1.12  0.69  t=0.45;  2.72  0.95  t=1.28; 
No  233  1.19  0.88  p=.65  2.90  0.88  p=.20 
Rides 
Yes  17  1.10  0.85  t=0.37;  2.52  0.76  t=1.68; 
No  260  1.18  0.86  p=.71  2.90  0.90  p=.09 
Travel 
Yes  57  1.10  0.80  t=-0.76;  3.16  0.85  t=-2.72**; 
No  220  1.20  0.87  p=.45  2.80  0.89  p<.01 
Eating and Drinking 
Yes  50  1.19  0.89  t=-0.10;  2.95  0.86  t=-0.63; 
No  227  1.17  0.85  p=.92  2.86  0.90  p=.53 
Sleeping 
Yes  49  1.21  0.84  t=-0.28;  2.67  0.82  t=1.73; 
No  228  1.17  0.86  p=.78  2.92  0.90  p=.08 
Astrology and Fortune 
Yes  4  0.66  0.45  t=1.22;  1.97  0.45  t=2.06*; 
No  273  1.18  0.86  p=.22  2.89  0.89  p=.04 
Gardening 
Yes  10  1.45  0.77  t=-1.02;  2.71  1.09  t0.60; 
No  267  1.17  0.86  p=.31  2.88  0.89  p=.55 
Keeping Pets 
Yes  14  1.45  0.84  t=-1.24;  2.83  0.93  t=0.21; 
No  263  1.16  0.85  p=.22  2.88  0.89  p=.84 
*P<.05; **P<.01 
 
5.  Popularity and movies-male 
Movie  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Art Film 
Yes  77  0.54  0.63  t=-1.13;  2.00  1.11  t=-0.90; 
No  421  0.45  0.69  p=.26  1.87  1.15  p=.37 
Drama 
Yes  175  0.51  0.73  t=1.20;  1.93  1.16  t=0.48; 
No  323  0.44  0.65  p=.23  1.87  1.14  p=.63 
Comedy 
Yes  256  0.44  0.62  t=0.70;  1.85  1.09  t=0.90; 
No  242  0.48  0.74  p=.48  1.94  1.20  p=.37 
Action Movie 
Yes  290  0.44  0.71  t=0.80;  1.91  1.14  t=0.38; 
No  208  0.49  0.64  p=.43  1.87  1.16  p=.70 
Sci-Fi Film 
Yes  140  0.53  0.69  t=1.30;  2.08  1.13  t=-2.34*; 
No  358  0.44  0.68  p=.19  1.82  1.14  p=0.02 
Horror Film 
Yes  135  0.46  0.72  t=-0.04;  1.78  1.17  t=-1.33; 
No  363  0.46  0.67  p=.97  1.93  1.14  p=.18 
Musical 
Yes  12  0.39  0.48  t=0.35;  1.91  0.98  t=-0.06; 
No  486  0.46  0.69  p=.73  1.89  1.15  p=.95 
War Film 
Yes  103  0.42  0.54  t=0.72;  1.95  1.08  t=-0.56 
No  395  0.47  0.71  p=.47  1.88  1.16  p=.58 
Animation 
Yes  72  0.44  0.72  t=0.35;  1.64  1.11  t=2.05*; 
No  426  0.47  0.67  p=.73  1.93  1.15  p=.04 
Documentary 
Yes  32  0.57  0.45  t=-0.90;  2.04  0.93  t=-0.75; 
No  466  0.46  0.69  p=.37  1.88  1.16  p=.46 
*P<.05 
 
6.  Popularity and movies-female 
Movie  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Art Film 
Yes  97  1.16  0.82  t=0.23;  2.86  0.92  t=0.18; 
No  180  1.18  0.87  p=.82  2.88  0.88  p=.85 
Drama 
Yes  126  1.34  0.90  t=-3.02**;  2.96  0.87  t=1.43; 
No  151  1.04  0.79  p<.01  2.80  0.90  p=.15 
Comedy 
Yes  169  1.28  0.86  t=-2.52*;  2.88  0.92  t=0.09; 
No  108  1.02  0.82  p=.01  2.87  0.86  p=.93 
Action Movie 
Yes  79  1.17  0.82  t=0.02;  2.82  0.85  t=0.59; 
No  198  1.18  0.87  p=.98  2.89  0.91  p=.56 
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Movie  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Sci-Fi Film 
Yes  36  1.18  0.91  t=-0.04;  2.90  0.61  t=-0.18; 
No  241  1.17  0.85  p=.96  2.87  0.93  p=.86 
Horror Film 
Yes  100  1.07  0.82  t=1.49;  2.89  0.88  t=-0.20; 
No  177  1.23  0.87  p=.14  2.87  0.90  p=0.84 
Musical 
Yes  23  1.14  0.90  t=0.21;  2.97  1.13  t=-0.52; 
No  254  1.18  0.85  p=.84  2.87  0.87  p=.60 
War Film 
Yes  9  0.88  0.86  t=1.04;  2.60  0.83  t=0.93; 
No  268  1.19  0.85  p=.30  2.88  0.89  p=.35 
Animation 
Yes  40  1.14  0.81  t=0.28;  2.76  1.03  t=-0.91; 
No  237  1.18  0.86  p=.78  2.89  0.87  p=.36 
Documentary 
Yes  15  1.22  0.62  t=0.22;  2.81  0.97  t=0.29; 
No  262  1.17  0.87  p=.82  2.88  0.89  p=.78 
*P<.05; **P<.01 
 
7.  Popularity and food-male 
Food    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Chinese Food 
Yes  351  0.45  0.65  t=0.74;  1.88  1.11  t=-0.36; 
No  147  0.50  0.76  p=.46  1.92  1.22  p=.72 
Japanese Food 
Yes  269  0.55  0.77  t=-3.11**;  2.08  1.13  t=-4.01***; 
No  229  0.36  0.55  p<.01  1.67  1.13  p<.001 
Korean Food 
Yes  47  0.58  0.94  t=-1.23;  1.84  1.24  t=0.34; 
No  451  0.45  0.65  p=.22  1.90  1.14  p=.74 
Western Food 
Yes  131  0.57  0.73  t=-2.18*;  1.99  1.20  t=1.17; 
No  367  0.42  0.66  p=.03  1.86  1.13  p=.24 
Indian Food 
Yes  4  0.15  0.17  t=0.92;  1.78  0.87  t=0.19; 
No  494  0.47  0.68  p=.36  1.89  1.15  p=.85 
South Pacific Food 
Yes  18  0.48  0.80  t=-0.09;  1.70  1.03  t=0.73; 
No  480  0.46  0.68  p=.93  1.90  1.15  p=.46 
French Food 
Yes  35  0.39  0.55  t=0.66;  1.80  1.05  t=0.48; 
No  463  0.47  0.69  p=.51  1.90  1.15  p=.63 
Italian Food 
Yes  52  0.65  0.86  t=-2.09*;  2.01  1.17  t=-0.81; 
No  446  0.44  0.65  p=.04  1.88  1.14  p=.42 
 
 
Food    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Fast Food 
Yes  70  0.32  0.44  t=1.92;  1.70  0.98  t=-1.54; 
No  428  0.49  0.71  p=.06  1.92  1.17  p=.12 
Street Vendors 
Yes  200  0.46  0.66  t=-0.00;  1.94  1.09  t=-0.83; 
No  298  0.46  0.70  p=1.00  1.86  1.19  p=.40 
*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 
 
8.  Popularity and food-female 
Food    Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Chinese Food 
Yes  157  1.19  0.87  t=-0.21;  2.89  0.91  t=0.34; 
No  120  1.16  0.84  p=.83  2.85  0.87  p=.74 
Japanese Food 
Yes  156  1.30  0.86  t=2.68**;  2.92  0.93  t=1.00; 
No  121  1.02  0.82  p<.01  2.81  0.84  p=.32 
Korean Food 
Yes  35  1.44  1.04  t=-1.94;  3.03  0.84  t=-1.10; 
No  242  1.14  0.82  p=.05  2.85  0.90  p=.27 
Western Food 
Yes  77  1.15  0.84  t=0.29;  2.82  0.99  t=0.61; 
No  200  1.19  0.86  p=.77  2.89  0.85  p=.54 
Indian Food 
Yes  6  1.06  0.82  t=0.33;  2.51  0.97  t=1.01; 
No  271  1.18  0.86  p=.74  2.88  0.89  p=.31 
South Pacific Food 
Yes  16  1.54  0.90  t=-1.74;  2.91  0.94  t=-0.19; 
No  261  1.15  0.85  p=.08  2.87  0.89  p=.85 
French Food 
Yes  21  1.41  0.89  t=-1.31;  2.81  0.86  t=0.33; 
No  256  1.16  0.85  p=.19  2.88  0.90  p=.74 
Italian Food 
Yes  57  1.32  0.84  t=-1.39;  2.77  0.85  t=1.02; 
No  220  1.14  0.85  p=.17  2.90  0.90  p=.31 
Fast Food 
Yes  34  1.14  0.67  t=0.26;  2.87  0.79  t=0.01; 
No  243  1.18  0.88  p=.79  2.87  0.91  p=.99 
Street Vendors 
Yes  96  1.23  0.82  t=-0.73;  2.88  0.89  t=0.13; 
No  181  1.15  0.87  p=0.46  2.87  0.90  p=.89 
**P<.01 
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9.  Popularity and languages-male 
Language  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Taiwanese 
Yes  418  0.45  0.68  t=-0.97;  1.88  1.13  t=0.34; 
No  80  0.53  0.71  p=.33  1.93  1.24  p=.73 
English 
Yes  148  0.70  0.75  t=5.27***;  2.23  1.11  t=-4.35***; 
No  350  0.36  0.62  p<.001  1.75  1.13  p<.001 
Cantonese 
Yes  19  1.02  1.09  t=-3.66***;  2.45  1.34  t=-2.18*; 
No  479  0.44  0.65  p<.001  1.87  1.13  p=.03 
Japanese 
Yes  33  0.88  0.98  t=-3.65***;  2.31  1.38  t=-2.20*; 
No  465  0.43  0.65  p<.001  1.86  1.12  p=.03 
Korean 
Yes  5  1.66  1.52  t=-4.02***;  3.56  1.59  t=-3.30**; 
No  493  0.45  0.66  p<.001  1.87  1.13  p<.01 
*P<.05; **P<.01; ***P<.001 
 
10. Popularity and languages-female 
Language  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Chinese 
Yes  268  1.16  0.85  t=-1.77;  2.88  0.89  t=0.82; 
No  9  1.67  0.75  p=.08  2.63  0.93  p=.41 
Taiwanese 
Yes  189  1.16  0.84  t=-0.48;  2.87  0.92  t=-0.12; 
No  88  1.21  0.88  p=.63  2.88  0.84  p=.90 
English 
Yes  79  1.38  0.81  t=-2.48*;  2.91  0.80  t=-0.45; 
No  198  1.10  0.86  p=0.01  2.86  0.93  p=.66 
Cantonese 
Yes  16  1.29  0.80  t=-0.56;  2.96  0.71  t=-0.39; 
No  261  1.17  0.86  p=.58  2.87  0.90  p=.70 
Japanese 
Yes  29  1.11  0.82  t=0.47;  2.69  0.69  t=1.16; 
No  248  1.18  0.86  p=.64  2.90  0.91  p=.25 
Korean 
Yes  6  1.86  0.62  t=-1.99*;  2.62  0.75  t=0.72; 
No  271  1.16  0.85  p=0.05  2.88  0.90  p=.47 
*P<.05 
 
 
 
 
 
11. Popularity and relationship 
preferences-male 
Relationship 
preference  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Friend 
Yes  232  0.41  0.61  t=1.61;  1.81  1.14  t=-1.54; 
No  266  0.51  0.73  p=.11  1.96  1.15  p=.12 
Romantic relationships 
Yes  175  0.37  0.56  t=2.22*;  1.75  1.03  t=2.00*; 
No  323  0.51  0.73  p=.03  1.97  1.20  p=.05 
Marriage 
Yes  66  0.58  0.74  t=-1.47;  2.17  0.96  t=-2.12*; 
No  432  0.45  0.67  p=.14  1.85  1.17  p=.03 
Pen Pal 
Yes  44  0.67  0.88  t=-2.14*;  2.16  1.47  t=-1.63; 
No  454  0.44  0.66  p=.03  1.87  1.11  p=.10 
Innocent Encounter 
Yes  54  0.28  0.37  t=2.15*;  1.68  0.99  t=1.44; 
No  444  0.49  0.71  p=.03  1.92  1.16  p=.15 
Intimate Relationships 
Yes  66  0.30  0.36  t=2.13*;  1.70  0.90  t=1.45; 
No  432  0.49  0.71  p=.03  1.92  1.18  p=.15 
Partner 
Yes  86  0.52  0.76  t=0.84;  1.94  1.27  t=0.46; 
No  412  0.45  0.66  p=.40  1.88  1.12  p=.65 
*P<.05 
 
12. Popularity and relationship 
preferences-female 
Relationship 
preference  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Friend 
Yes  172  1.07  0.84  t=2.67**;  2.86  0.89  t=0.44; 
No  105  1.35  0.85  p<.01  2.90  0.90  p=.66 
Boyfriend and Girlfriend 
Yes  68  1.14  0.84  t=0.42;  2.95  0.94  t=0.85; 
No  209  1.19  0.86  p=.68  2.85  0.88  p=.40 
Marriage 
Yes  30  1.07  0.81  t=0.70;  3.02  0.95  t=-0.97; 
No  247  1.19  0.86  p=.49  2.86  0.89  p=.33 
Pen Pal 
Yes  57  1.02  0.80  t=1.50;  2.65  0.86  t=2.14*; 
No  220  1.21  0.87  p=.13  2.93  0.89  p=.03 
Innocent Encounter 
Yes  15  0.93  0.55  t=1.17;  2.66  0.93  t=0.94; 
No  262  1.19  0.87  p=.24  2.89  0.89  p=.35 
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Relationship 
preference  Friendship score  Good feeling score 
  n  M  s.d  p.  M  s.d  p. 
Intimate Relationships 
Yes  12  1.92  1.16  t=-3.16**;  3.25  0.90  t=1.49; 
No  265  1.14  0.82  p<.01  2.86  0.89  p=.14 
Partner 
Yes  66  1.09  0.73  t=-0.92;  2.86  0.85  t=0.20; 
No  211  1.20  0.89  p=.36  2.88  0.91  p=.84 
*P<.05; **P<.01 
 